
  

 

 

AGENDA AMENDED on 4-25-2014                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

CALIFORNIA TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES COMMITTEE (CTCDC) AGENDA 

May 14
th

 from 9:00 am to until Finish, 2014 Meeting  

5520 Overland Ave (Conference Center Hearing Room) 

San Diego, CA 92123-1239 
 

The Meeting is open, and public/local agencies are invited to attend.  For further information regarding this 

meeting, please contact Devinder Singh at (916) 654-4715, or at Devinder.singh@dot.ca.gov.  Electronic 

copies of this meeting Agenda and minutes of the previous meetings are available at 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/newtech/index.htm 

 
Organization Items 

      

1 Introduction 

2 Membership  

3 Approval of Minutes of the February 19
th

 & 20
th

, 2014 Meetings  

4 Public Comments          

 

At this time, members of the public may comment on any item not appearing on the agenda.  Matters 

presented under this item cannot be discussed or acted upon by the Committee at this time.  For items 

appearing on the agenda, the public is invited to make comments at the time the item is considered by the 

Committee.  Any person addressing the Committee will be limited to a maximum of five (5) minutes so that all 

interested parties have an opportunity to speak. When addressing Committee, please state your name, address, 

and business or organization you are representing for the record. 

 

Agenda Items 

 

5 Public Hearing           

Prior to adopting rules and regulations prescribing uniform standards and specifications for all official traffic 

control devices placed pursuant to Section 21400 of the California Vehicle Code (CVC), the Department of 

Transportation is required to consult with local agencies and hold public hearings.      

             

 14-10 Amendments to various Sections/Figures of Part 7 School Zones of the  (Introduction)   

   CA MUTCD 2012 based on Public Comments      (Tong) 9-21 

 

 14-05 Adopt Interim Approval issued by the FHWA for Optional Use of  (Continued)  

   a Bicycle Signal Face (1A-16) – Submitted by Caltrans    (Tong) 22-31 

  

 14-11 Amendments to various Sections/Figures of Part 9 Bicycle Facilities  (Introduction)   

   of the CA MUTCD 2012 based on Public Comments     (Tong) 32-40 

 

 14-12 Proposal to amend Section 9C.07 of the CA MUTCD 2012, Shared  (Introduction) 

   Lane Marking based on Public Comments       (Tong) 41-41 

 

Added 14-15 Proposal to amend Section 6F.87 of the CA MUTCD      (Introduction) 

   Rumble Strips in TTC Zones          (Tong) 47-50 

 

Added 14-16 Amendments to various Section/Figures of Part 2 Signs of the    (Introduction) 

   CA MUTCD 2012 based on Public Comments      (Tong) 51-68 

 
 

 

 

 

mailto:Devinder.singh@dot.ca.gov
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6 Request for Experimentation 

 

 10-3  Experiment with Second Train Warning Sign “Additional Train May (Continued) 

   Approach” with a Symbol Sign (Submitted by City of Riverside)  (Greenwood) 

   See Final Report on the following web link:   

   Note: For Information only, City will present their Report during the future meeting.  

 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/reports/Final%20Report%20Additional%20Train

%20May%20Approach%20Sign.pdf 
 

7 Discussion Items 

 

14-13 Proposal to amend Section 2B.54 of the CA MUTCD to require the   (Continued)  

 use of blank out No Turn on Red signs at certain intersections where  (Bahadori) 42-43 

 automated photo enforcement is in use 

 

8 Information Items 

 

 14-14 Proposal to amend Section 2H.02 of the CA MUTCD 2012,     (Introduction) 

General Information Signs – Submitted by Caltrans     (Tong) 44-45 

 

 12-20 FHWA’s 2009 MUTCD Revisions 1 and 2 –Engineering Judgment &  (Continued) 

   Compliance dates – Submitted by Caltrans       (Tong) 46-46 

 

9 Tabled Items 
  

 14.02 Proposal to adopt “PRESERVE AMERICA” sign by adding a new   

 Section 2D .104(CA) to the CA MUTCD- Submitted by Tuolumne Co)   

 

 14-03 CA MUTCD Illumination policy change on Overhead Guide Signs       

   (Proposal to amend Section 2D.03 and 2E.6) – Submitted by Caltrans  
 

 14-06 Proposal to amend Section 7B.15 of the CA MUTCD to define        

   “WHEN CHILDREN ARE PRESENT” sign – Submitted by Caltrans   
        

10 Next Meeting   69      

                

11 Adjourn   69 
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ITEM UNDER EXPERIMENTATION 

    

    

09-9 Experiment with Steady Red Stop Line Light       (Greenwood) 

Status: LADOT prepared a draft evaluation report which indicated that the Steady Red Stop Lights at 

two intersections did reduce vehicle/bus and vehicle/train conflicts based on the camera surveillance data. 

However, the “Control Intersections” (locations where no Steady Red Stop Lights were installed) also 

showed similar improvements.  Further analysis of more data will be conducted in the next twelve 

months. 

See report on the following website. 

   http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/status.htm 

 

09-21 Experiment with Separated/Protected Bikeway        (Greenwood)   

   On the Left Side of Two One-Way Streets in the City of Long Beach (Rte 9-112E) 

Status: No new update.  See report on the following website. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/status.htm 
 

10-3  Experiment with Second Train Warning Sign “Additional Train May  (Greenwood) 

  Approach” with a Symbol Sign (Submitted by City of Riverside)    

 

Status: See report on the following website:

 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/reports/Final%20Report%20Additional

%20Train%20May%20Approach%20Sign.pdf 
 

11-3  Experiment with Buffered Bicycle Lanes on 2
nd

 St.between Bayshore   (Greenwood) 

  & PCH in Naples          

  Status: No update. 

 

11-12 Experiment with Circular Rapid Flashing Beacon and RRFB    (Greenwood) 

  Status: No update. 
 

11-13 Experiment with a Sign “RECKLESS DRIVING PROHIBITED”   (Winter) 

Status: (04-09-14) The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works recently completed its 

experimental phase of the “Reckless Driving Prohibited” sign and is currently in the process of gathering 

data from the local law enforcement agencies (United States Forest Service, Los Angeles County 

Sheriff’s Department, and the California Highway Patrol).  This data is needed in order to prepare the 

final report, which is tentatively scheduled to be completed by June 5, 2014.  Please forward any future 

correspondences regarding the experimental sign directly to me.  Thank you. 

 

Arnel G. Dulay, P.E., T.E. 

Head, Traffic Investigations II Section 

Traffic and Lighting Division 

(626) 300-4748; Dulay, Arnel [ADULAY@dpw.lacounty.gov] 

 

11-19 Experiment with 2
nd

 advance California Welcome Center  Destination Sign  (Benton) 

  Status: No update. 

 

12-9  Request to Experiment with Yellow LED Border on Pedestrian Signal  (Benton) 

  Status: (4-1-2014)  

Since the last status update sent to FHWA (and copied to the CTCDC) on January 13, 2014, we have 

continued to make progress on this experiment. All of the before/after video data has been collected for 

the 5 intersection study. As noted in previous updates, the amount of video data to review is considerable. 

The first two intersections completed were studied for seven consecutive days in each scenario (14 days 
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total). Based on the amount of information gathered from those studies, it was decided that the remaining 

three intersections would only be reviewed for five consecutive days (10 days total). Here is a summary 

of where we currently stand at each location: 

  

Intersection 
Review 

Period 
(Days) 

% 
Complete 

Churn Creek Rd/Hartnell Ave 14 100 

Shasta Street/ Pine Street 10 60 

Eureka Way/Market Street 10 50 

Market Street/ Shasta Street 14 100 

Market Street/Tehama Street 10 50 

 
The data from the video reviews will be entered into spreadsheets and the results will be presented in the final 

report. We anticipate completing the final report this summer. 

 

Let me know if you have any questions. Thanks. 

______________________ 

Rob Stinger, P.E. 

Chief - Traffic Engineering & Operations 

Caltrans District 2 

530-225-3229 
 

12-18 Request to experiment with Red Colored Transit-only Lanes (SF)   (Patterson) Status: (4-2-

14) In addition to the March 2013 installation of red transit-only lanes on Church Street between 16
th
 

Street and Duboce Avenue that we previously reported on, the SFMTA installed red transit-only lanes on 

3
rd

 Street between Market and Townsend streets in March 2014 (pictures attached). We used pre-formed 

thermoplastic on 3
rd

 Street, which  

 

We will compare with the spray-on treatment that was applied on Church Street.  

We are planning to complete installations on the following additional corridors over the next two months, 

and are currently completing the “before” data collection prior to implementation: 

 Geary Street between Gough and Market streets 

 O’Farrell Street between Gough and Market streets 

 Market Street between 5th and 12th streets 
 

We are currently working on a formal evaluation of the Church Street installation, but here are some 

preliminary findings: 

 During peak hours, light rail transit vehicle travel times along the segment of Church Street where red 
lanes were implemented have been reduced by approximately 10%. 

 Controlling for relative levels of congestion, motorist violation rates within the red transit-only lanes on 
Church Street are about ½ as high as violation rates on Judah Street (another corridor with light rail 
service and transit-lane lanes that are not red). 
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Dustin White 

Transportation Planner  

 SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency 

One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

415.701.4603          

 

12-19 Request to Experiment with Highlighted Shared Lane Markings (LA City) (Bahadori) 

  Status: (3-27-14) On the Highlighted Sharrow Study Los Angeles have conducted the pre-sharrow part 

of the study but have put the entire experiment on hold pending a letter from the FHWA which is no 

longer approving experiments using green on bike treatments.  The City have been waiting for guidance 

from Caltrans/CTCDC on how should proceed 
       

12-21 Request to Experiment with In-Roadway Warning Lights (IRWL) System that would supplement existing 

traffic signals along the Metro Gold Line (LA Metro) (Winter) 

Status (1-2-14) •  Metro, Los Angeles County DPW and Los Angeles City DOT have each submitted 

their final comments on the 100% Plans & Specs in December 2013.  These plans are expected to be 

approved in January 2014 

• Construction solicitation scheduled for release in February 2014 

• Contract award is anticipated in May 2014, pending Metro Board approval. 

• Construction to begin in June 2014 and take 3 months to complete. 

• Once the illuminated markers are in place, Metro will be preparing bi-annual progress reports to track 

their performance.  This reporting will include a review of their effectiveness at reducing the average 

monthly number of left-turn violations. 
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12-25 Request for permission to experiment with various Bicycle Treatments   (Winter) 

(Santa Monica) 

Status:  See report on the following website: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/exp/city-of-santa-monica-update-bike-ctcdc-buffered-

lanes-04-09-2014.pdf 

 

13-01 Request to Experiment with Green & Shared Roadway Bicycle    

  Markings – Proposed by the City of Oakland       (Patterson) 

Status: (3-28-14) Milestones: 

 Data collection to document the existing condition was completed during the week of Sunday, April 
28, 2013.  

 Stage #1 construction (installation of standard treatments) was completed on July 19, 2013. This 
stage included: sharrows, parking edge line stripes (Detail 27B), and “Bicycles May Use Full Lane” (R4-
11) signs. Data collection for the Stage #1 condition (standard treatments) was completed over the 
week ending August 20, 2013.  

 Stage #2 construction (installation of the experimental green band) was completed on September 10, 
2013. Sharrows were reinstalled on top of the green band by September 15, 2013. Data collection for 
the Stage #2 condition (experimental treatment) was completed the week ending October 24. 

 Data analysis is now underway. 

 
The final phase of data collection was complicated by a strike by transit workers at the Bay Area Rapid 

Transit District (BART). Data collection occurred from October 17 to October 24. The BART strike 

occurred from October 18 through October 21. To the extent feasible, data collection was shifted to avoid 

the strike. However, data collection could not be delayed to the end of October (nor into November) due 

to earlier sunsets bringing darker conditions to the PM peak period. The bulk of the weekday video data 

was collected after the strike. However, the total volumes of cyclists and motorists were lower than 

typical both during and immediately after the strike. This outcome was anticipated given the proximity of 

the data collection to the MacArthur BART station. The City is considering additional follow-up counts 

(e.g., one year after) as a means to factor out the effects of the BART strike. 

Jason Patton, PhD 
Bicycle & Pedestrian Program Manager 
Transportation Planning & Funding Division 

Department of Engineering & Construction 

City of Oakland  |  Public Works Agency  |  APWA Accredited Agency 

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 4344  |  Oakland, CA  94612 

(510) 238-7049  |  (510) 238-7415 Fax  

jpatton@oaklandnet.com 

  

13-02  Request to Experiment with Bike Boxes and Wide Bike Strip Stripe    (Patterson) 

-Proposed by the City of Davis 

Status :( 3-28-14) FHWA did not consider the use of the 12” wide stripe as requiring an 

experiment.   

 

“The City is not precluded by Figure 9C-3 in the national MUTCD from using a 12-inch longitudinal 

solid white pavement marking as proposed in your submission.  Paragraphs 1, 2 and 6 of Section 3A.06 

and Paragraph 20 in Section 3B.04 in the MUTCD allow an agency to currently implement this device as 

proposed.  Thus, the FHWA does not consider this device to be experimental and deletes reference to it in 

your submission.  The City may use it at any time in accordance with the aforementioned applicable 

provisions and also in accordance with Paragraph 1 of Section 3B.04.” 

If this is consistent with the CTCDC’s perspective, we should update the title of our experiment to only 

include the bike boxes.   

 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/exp/city-of-santa-monica-update-bike-ctcdc-buffered-lanes-04-09-2014.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/exp/city-of-santa-monica-update-bike-ctcdc-buffered-lanes-04-09-2014.pdf
mailto:jdoe@oaklandnet.com
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The City of Davis will be installing our bike boxes this spring (May).  FHWA has approved the 

experiment as well.  Below is the experiment documentation and reporting protocol.  Documentation of 

existing conditions has been conducted.  UC Davis will be assisting the City of Davis with this endeavor.  

 

“Evaluation of the experiment would begin the first week after installation.  Observations of the Bike Box 

experiments on B Street and A Street will be conducted at two peak times (Morning / Evening) one day a 

week for two months (Wednesdays).  Each observation session will be one-hour in duration.  Following 

the first two months of the experiment, observations will be decreased to one day a month for the 

remaining 10 months of the experiment (3rd Wednesday of week).  It is hypothesized that the first two 

months of the experiment will be the most critical in terms of gathering data related to bicycle & motorist 

behavior.  It is anticipated that after the facility has been installed for a couple of months the rate of 

potential conflicts will decrease due to learned behavior and an increased user knowledge of how the 

facility functions.” 

Submitted by David Kemp 
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14-10 Amendments to various Sections of Part 7 School Areas of the CA MUTCD 2012 

 

Recommendation:  Caltrans requests that the CTCDC make recommendations for the adoption of the Part 7 

Sections as amended under the proposal. 

 

Requesting:  Initiated due to the Public Comments submitted during the MUTCD 2009 Revision 

 

Sponsoring Agency: Caltrans 

 

Background: Proposed amendments are based on the comments made by individuals during the CA MUCTD 2012 

adoption process.  The submitted comments were reviewed by Caltrans staff and the comments on which Caltrans 

Staff was agreed are placed on the agenda for the CTCDC review and for recommendations.  CTCDC Workshop 

was not held on the Part 7 public comments.  The changes are summarized on the following table and shown on the 

following pages.  

Proposal: 
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14-05 Adopt Interim Approval issued by the FHWA for Optional Use of a Bicycle Signal Face (1A-16) 

 

Recommendations:  Caltrans request that the Committee make recommendations to seek statewide blanket approval for 

Optional Use of a Bicycle Signal Face (1A-16) for all the local agencies of California. 

Requesting and Sponsor Agency:  Caltrans 

Background: During the February 19
th, 

2014 CTCDC meeting, California Bicycle Advisory Committee (CBAC) asked 

to defer this item for the next meeting, because they are working on a proposed language for the California MUTCD.  I 

have not received any recommendation from CBAC on this item.  Caltrans wants the committee to take action during the 

May 14
th
, meeting. 

FHWA IA Memo: 
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14-11 Amendments to various Sections/Figures of Part 9 Bicycle Facilities of the CA MUTCD 2012 Based 

on Public Comments  
 

Recommendation:  Caltrans requests that the CTCDC make recommendations for the adoption of the Part 9 

Sections/Figures as amended under the proposal. 

 

Requesting: Public Comments 

 

Sponsoring Agency: Caltrans 
 

 

Background: Proposed amendments are based on the comments made by individuals during the CA MUCTD 2012 

adoption process.  These comments were reviewed and discussed in the CTCDC Workshops.  Only those Sections 

have amended which were agreed by the Workshop technical committee. 

Proposal: 

 
 

Background 

Caltrans has signs that tell bicycles (and motor driven cycles) to get off of the highway/freeway (R44B (CA) and 

R44C (CA)), but there are no signs to show where it is permissible to get back on or to inform motorists that 

bicyclists are permitted to use the freeway.  Unless otherwise prohibited, bicyclists are permitted to use all 

California roadways; therefore, there is no need to specifically inform motorists or bicyclists when bicycles are 

permissible on a freeway.  There is sometimes a need, however, to remind motorists to be aware of bicycle traffic 

after a section where bicycles are prohibited, and currently the CAMUTCD does not address this issue. 
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The 1996 Traffic Manual states the Bicycle Symbol Sign (W79, now W11-1) can be used with the Next __ Miles 

plate (W71, now W7-3aP): “The Next __ Miles plate (W71) … should be used below the W79 sign” (4-37), and 

that the combination may “be used to warn of unexpected bicycle traffic on the traveled way as determined by an 

engineering study” (4-37).  This direction was not carried into any version of the CAMUTCD. 

 

 

 

        W11-1       W7-3aP 

In the CAMUTCD, the Bicycle Symbol Sign (W11-1) is mentioned only in use with bicycle crossing and the Next 

XX Miles Plaque (W7-3aP) is to be used with a warning sign “to inform road users of the length of roadway over 

which the condition indicated by the warning sign exists” (2C-20), but does not specifically mention combination 

with W11-1.  Section 5C.09 states “Vehicular traffic signs [W11 Series] (see Figure 5C-2) should be used to alert 

road users to frequent unexpected entries into the roadway by… bicyclists.  Such signs should be used only at 

locations where … the activity would be unexpected” (2C-20) in Part 5: Traffic Control Devices for Low-Volume 

Roads and is therefore not applicable to general use on freeways. 

Proposals 

It is proposed that verbiage be added in section 9B.19 to include the use of the “NEXT XX MILES” (W7-3a) sign 

in combination with and below the Bicycle Warning (W11-1), as an option, to warn of unexpected bicycle traffic 

on the traveled way under any circumstances, not only for low-volume roads (see Recommended update section 

below). 
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Background: The Bicycle Parking (G93C(CA)) sign was included in this section in the CAMUTCD 

2012 Edition; however, the Bicycle Parking Area (D4-3) sign has a directional arrow where the G93(CA) 

does not.  Only when combined with an Arrow auxiliary sign does the G93C(CA) become directional.  

Therefore, the phrase “in combination with an Arrow auxiliary sign” should be included after “Bicycle 

Parking (G93C(CA)) sign” so the sentence is clear and correct. 

The Section title should also include the G93C(CA) sign, since it is described in this section. 
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14-12 Proposal to amend Section 9C.07 of the CA MUTCD 2012, Shared Lane Marking  

 

Recommendation:  Caltrans requests that the CTCDC make recommendations for the 

amendment of Section 9C.07 Shared Lane Marking as shown under the proposal.  

 

Requesting Agency: California Bicycle Advisory Committee (CBAC) to Caltrans 

 

Sponsoring Agency: Caltrans 

 

Background:  California Bicycle Advisory Committee (CBAC) mentioned an unresolved issue 

with CA MUTCD Guidance on “shaarrows”.  When the CA MUTCD was updated to allow sharrows 

when speeds are above 35 mph, Traffic Ops mistakenly incorporated language “or shared use path” that 

was suggested by someone external without adequate vetting.  The language about adjacent bike path is 

not appropriate because bicyclists are not required to use side paths in lieu of using a traffic lane.  CBAC 

suggest to delete “or shared use path” language from Section 9C.07. 

 

Proposal: 
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7 Discussion Items 

 

14-13 Proposal to amend Section 2B.54 of the CA MUTCD to require the use of blank out No 

Turn on Red signs at certain intersections where automated photo enforcement is in use 

 
Requested by: James Lissner, 2715 El Oeste Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 

 

Sponsored by: Hamid Bahadori, Chairman, Representing Auto Club 

 

Background:   Please see agenda item 14-07 of February 20, 2014 meeting, and the minutes of that 

meeting at the following web link: 

 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/agenda/agenda-02-19&20-2014.pdf 

 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/minutes/2014-02-20-minutes.pdf 

 

Proposal: 

 

Section 2B.54 No Turn on Red Signs (R10-11 Series, R10-17a, and R10-30)  

Standard:  

01 Where a right turn on red (or a left turn on red from a one-way street to a one-way street) is to be 

prohibited, a symbolic NO TURN ON RED (symbolic circular red) (R10-11) sign (see Figure 2B-27) 

or No Right Turn on Red (R13A(CA)) or No Left Turn on Red (R13B(CA)) signs (see Figure 2B-

27(CA)) a NO TURN ON RED (R10-11a, R10-11b) word message sign (see Figure 2B-27) shall be 

used.   

Where a right turn on red (or a left turn on red from a one-way street to a one-way street) is to 

be prohibited at an intersection approach where automated photo enforcement is in use, two or 

more blank out signs shall be used to display the no right turn symbol (or the no left turn 

symbol) during those times of day or during those portions of a particular cycle of the traffic 

signal when the turn on red is prohibited. 

Support:  

01a Refer to CVC 22101 for the No Turn on Red (R10-11 Series and R13A(CA) and R13B(CA)) 

signs.  

Guidance: 

02 If used, the No Turn on Red (R10-11, R13A(CA) or R13B(CA)) sign should be installed near the 

appropriate signal head.  

03 A No Turn on Red (R10-11, R13A(CA) or R13B(CA)) sign should be considered when an 

engineering study finds that one or more of the following conditions exists:  

A. Inadequate sight distance to vehicles approaching from the left (or right, if applicable);  

B. Geometrics or operational characteristics of the intersection that might result in unexpected 

conflicts;  

C. An exclusive pedestrian phase;  

D. An unacceptable number of pedestrian conflicts with right-turn-on-red maneuvers, especially 

involving children, older pedestrians, or persons with disabilities;  

E. More than three right-turn-on-red accidents reported in a 12-month period for the particular 

approach; or  

F. The skew angle of the intersecting roadways creates difficulty for drivers to see traffic 

approaching from their left.  

03a No Right Turn on Red (R13A(CA)) sign or No Left Turn on Red (R13B(CA)) sign (see Figure 

2B-27(CA)) should be used on the near right of skewed intersections where the adjacent approach leg 

to the left intersects the driver's approach leg at an angle of less than 75 degrees.  

Option:  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/agenda/agenda-02-19&20-2014.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/minutes/2014-02-20-minutes.pdf
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03b No Right Turn on Red (R13A(CA)) sign or No Left Turn on Red (R13B(CA)) sign (see Figure 

2B-27(CA)) may be used on the near right of extremely wide intersections.  

Guidance:  

03c When used, the No Right Turn on Red (R13A(CA)) sign should be placed where it will most 

easily be seen by the driver intending to turn. At least one should be placed overhead, or at a right-

hand corner facing approaching traffic.  

03d When used, the No Left Turn on Red (R13B(CA)) sign should be placed where it will most easily 

be seen by the driver intending to turn. At least one should be placed overhead, or at a left-hand corner 

facing approaching traffic.  

Option:  

04 A supplemental R10-20aP plaque (see Figure 2B-27) showing times of day (similar to the S4-1P 

plaque shown in Figure 7B-1) with a black legend and border on a white background may be mounted 

below a No Turn on Red (R10-11, R13A(CA) or R13B(CA)) sign to indicate that the restriction is in 

place only during certain times.  

05 Alternatively, a blank-out sign may be used instead of a static NO TURN ON RED (symbolic 

circular red) (R1011) sign, to display either the NO TURN ON RED legend or the No Right Turn 

symbol or word message, as appropriate, only at certain times during the day or during one or more 

portion(s) of a particular cycle of the traffic signal.  

06 On signalized approaches with more than one right-turn lane, a NO TURN ON RED EXCEPT 

FROM RIGHT LANE (R10-11c) sign (see Figure 2B-27) may be post-mounted at the intersection or a 

NO TURN ON RED FROM THIS LANE (with down arrow) (R10-11d) sign (see Figure 2B-27) may 

be mounted directly over the center of the lane from which turns on red are prohibited.  

Guidance:  

07 Where turns on red are permitted and the signal indication is a steady RED ARROW, the RIGHT 

(LEFT) ON RED ARROW AFTER STOP (R10-17a) sign (see Figure 2B-27) should be installed 

adjacent to the RED ARROW signal indication.  

07a The RIGHT (LEFT) ON RED ARROW AFTER STOP (R10-17a) sign is deleted as it 

compromises the meaning of the right red arrow. A circular red signal face should be used, instead of 

correcting the condition with this sign.  

Option:  

08 A RIGHT TURN ON RED MUST YIELD TO U-TURN (R10-30) sign (see Figure 2B-27) may be 

installed to remind road users that they must yield to conflicting u-turn traffic on the street or highway 

onto which they are turning right on a red signal after stopping.  
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8 Information items: 

 

14-14 Proposal to amend Section 2H.02 of the CA MUTCD 2012, General Information Signs 
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12-20 FHWA’s 2009 MUTCD Revisions 1 and 2 –Engineering Judgment & Compliance dates 

 

Caltrans will issue revised CA MUTCD in June 2014.  2014 CA MUTCD will include Revisions 1 and 2 

–Engineering Judgment & Compliance dates issued by the federal Highway Administration and all the 

recommendations made by the CTCDC from 2012 through May 14, 2014. 
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Action Items: 

14-15 Proposal to Amend Section 6F.87 Rumble Strips of the CA MUTCD 

Recommendation: 

Caltrans request that the Committee recommend adoption of the proposed changes needed to use portable 

transverse rumble strips when flaggers are present within work zones, to reduce speeds and improve 

safety on high-speed two-lane two-way roadways per the proposal below. 

 

Agency Making Request/Sponsor: Caltrans 

 

Background: 

The Caltrans Construction Partnering Steering Committee’s Work Zone Safety Task Group and the 

California Strategic Highway Safety Plan’s Challenge Area 14 (SHSP CA#14 - Enhance Work Zone 

Safety) initiated the effort to evaluate the effectiveness of using portable transverse rumble strips when 

flaggers are present within work zones to reduce speeds and improve safety on high-speed two-lane two-

way roadways. Safety in highway work zones is an area of emphasis for Caltrans (California Department 

of Transportation). As a result, many improvements to work zone safety are being implemented. One of 

these improvements is the use of portable transverse rumble strips in advance of flagger stations. If found 

effective, when these strips are only used on a high-speed two-lane two-way roadway in advance of 

flagging stations, the Task Group and SHSP CA#14 would recommend to Caltrans to develop statewide 

traffic control device policies and specifications for the use of portable transverse rumble strips. When 

finalized, the policies and specifications for this device will help ensure all roadways in California are 

operated uniformly and consistently, thereby, improving safety of all road users traveling through the 

work zone and safety of workers. 

 

The current policy in Part 6 (Section 6F.87) of the California MUTCD by inclusion, considers the 

transverse rumble strip as a temporary traffic control device which can be used in the work zone. It 

describes the design characteristics, applicability, and location criteria of this device in a very broad range 

of conditions for situations commonly encountered. The policy is inadequate as it does not identify the 

various situations where the transverse rumble strip would be beneficial in attracting driver’s attention to 

work zone features to improve safety. The policy also lacks the specific criteria needed for a new device, 

unfamiliar to road users, risking basic considerations of uniformity and standardization of general 

principles if used solely on the discretion of the agency. Uniformity means treating similar situations in a 

similar way. 

 

The current CA MUTCD policy (Section 6F.87 titled “Rumble Strips”) is inadequate for field application 

of the device and lacks the following: 

� Information on the use of temporary rumble strip types and configurations for work zones; 

� Benefits and limitations of rumble strips in various situations or conditions; 

� Doesn’t include when and how to implement temporary rumble strips in work zones; 

� Key aspects to consider before and during implementation; and 

� Information on reference materials for use when encountering complex, unusual or confusing work 

zone situations. 

 

Temporary traffic control (TTC) countermeasures should be used to increase drivers’ alertness and to 

provide advance warning of changing conditions within the work zones. Even though other warning 

devices such as warning signs, portable changeable message signs, arrow panels, temporary pavement 

markings, etc. may be sufficient to guide drivers through work zones, a stronger and timelier response can 

be achieved by combining audible and tactile stimuli to improve driver compliance; this would be a useful 

addition to other TTC devices when drivers may be inattentive or misperceive the upcoming conditions. 
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Rumble strips are a countermeasure that provides both an audible warning and physical vibration to alert 

motorists as the vehicle tires traverse the rumble strips. Because there is no specific message associated 

with rumble strips, they can be used to alert motorists to a variety of conditions. CA MUTCD indicates 

that transverse rumble strips, which extend across the travel lanes, are intended to notify road users of 

upcoming hazards or changes in roadway features, such as unexpected changes in alignment, and 

conditions requiring a reduction in speed and/or a stop. This could encompass a variety of situations such 

as lane closures, speed reductions, changes in alignment, new merge patterns, visual obstructions, 

nighttime work zones, and more. The circumstances and restrictions of work zones can vary greatly, and 

transverse rumble strips can alert drivers to the changing conditions and information being provided by 

TTC devices. Due to the temporary nature of work zones, a need exists for rumble strips that can be 

installed and removed quickly and efficiently while providing the same auditory and tactile warnings to 

drivers as permanent rumble strips. 

 

FHWA and ATSSA have jointly issued a guideline titled “Guidance for the Use of Temporary Rumble 

Strips in Work Zones” dated September 2013. This document provides practitioners with information on 

the use of temporary rumble strips to increase the safety of work zones. 

Please refer to the following web link for this document: 

http://www.workzonesafety.org/fhwa_wz_grant/atssa/atssa_temporary_rumble_strips 

This revised policy provides additional details on the specific type of TTC operation in the work zone and 

the roadway characteristics for when the portable transverse rumble strips can be beneficial. It provides 

details on color, height, width, length, weight and adhesive. Further, it provides additional guidelines for 

flagging operation and describes the number of arrays, single group and set, the gap between adjacent 

strips as well as location of each array in conjunction with existing advance warning sign packages with 

distances A, B and C. It also includes displacement tolerances requiring relocation by the contractor. A 

new sign “RUMBLE STRIPS” is being proposed as part of the revised policy. 

 

Attachments: 

1. SHSP Action Approval Form 

2. FHWA and ATSSA guideline titled “Guidance for the Use of Temporary Rumble Strips in Work 

Zones” dated September 2013 reference. 

3. California MUTCD 2012 Revised Policy (Temporary Transverse Rumble Strips in TTC zones) 

 

Attachments are posted on the CTCDC website at the following Link with Amended Agenda: 

 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/ctcdc/agenda.htm 

 

Please note: 

� Black text is existing National MUTCD policy from FHWA that has been adopted for use 

in California and is the current policy. 

� Black crossed out text is existing National MUTCD policy from FHWA that has NOT been 

adopted for use in California. 

� Blue text is current and existing California created policy. 

� Red text is the proposed changes to current policy as per this proposal. 
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PROPOSAL: 
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14-16 Amendments to various Sections/Figures of Part 2 Signs of the CA MUTCD 2012 

based on Public Comments 

 Recommendation:  Caltrans requests that the CTCDC make recommendations for the adoption of     

the Part 2 Sections/Figures as amended under the proposal. 

 

 Requesting and Sponsoring Agency:  Caltrans 

 

 Background: Proposed amendments are based on the comments made by individuals during the CA 

MUCTD 2012 adoption process.  These comments were reviewed and discussed in the CTCDC 

Workshops.  Only those Sections have amended which were agreed by the Workshop technical 

committee.  

Proposal: 
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10.  Next Meeting:   

11.  Adjourn: 

 


